. The greater the number of benefits sought, the more likely it. is that a variety of destinations will be incorporated into the trip. Second, people traveling together, whether in a small family unit or in a larger tour group, are likely to seek different benefits from a trip and these may be best met by a variety of destinations in the same area (Fesenmaier and Lieber 1988 (Fotheringham 1983 (Fotheringham , 1984 
).
The relatively small number of studies that have attempted to investigate multidestination travel may be classified into two categories. One line of research (Cheshire and Stabler 1976; Clough and Meister 1991; Haspel and Johnson 1982; Mendelsohn et al. 1992 ) has focused on investigations of consumer surplus at a recreational destination. These researchers realizes that it was not reasonable to assume a single destination itinerary and a disutility function for the time factor.
Those involved with this line of research are interested in modifying the estimation methods to adjust travel cost to account for multidestination trips. Application of the traditional travel cost approach is likely to overstate the estimated consumer surplus for a particular destination when travel costs are shared inseparably between more than one destination (Haspel and As suggested by Nelson (1958) (Buchanan 1983) . The greater the number of benefits sought, the more likely it. is that a variety of destinations will be incorporated into the trip. Second, people traveling together, whether in a small family unit or in a larger tour group, are likely to seek different benefits from a trip and these may be best met by a variety of destinations in the same area (Fesenmaier and Lieber 1988 Leiper 1989; Pearce and Elliott 1983; Wall 1978) . ivall (1978) reported that the majority of visits to a national park were likely to be part of multidestination trips. He suggested that in these circumstances, other nearby destinations might be compatible with one another and act as stepping stones rather than competitors (Mendelsohn et al, 1992) .
A modified trip distribution model based on visiting multiple destinations on recreational day-trips was incorporated ' into Baxter and Ewing's (1981) (Fotheringham 1983 (Fotheringham , 1984 . &dquo;Intuitively it seems reasonable to expect destination choice to be affected by the spatial relationship between destinations&dquo; (Fotheringham 1985, p. 214) .
The experiment reported here was derived from the base camp spatial configuration, which is characterized by a distinctive primary destination that has a variety of secondary destinations in reasonable proximity. In this context, variation of the combination of attributes associated with secondary destinations is expected to influence the likelihood of making multidestination trips (Kitamura 1984; Fotheringham 1985; Kim and Fesenmaier 1990 (Foerster 1981 (Huber 1974; Klahr 1969; Reker and Schuler 1981) . In this study, a compensatory approach was assumed because it is prevalent in the literature to use an additive preference function in multiattribute preference analysis (Louviere and Timmermans 1990) and in discrete choice analysis (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985) .
The structure of this model is derived from Lancaster's demand theory (Lancaster 1966 
METHODS

Research Design
The number of attributes and levels of each attribute in a research design are constrained by the number of treatment combinations that can be accommodated within the time and financial parameters available for the research. In this study, these constraints led to a decision to construct treatment combinations that used three attributes, each with one of two possible levels. The three attributes were derived empirically in the process of instrument development.
The literature identified attractiveness as being influential in the decision making of pleasure travelers, so attributes were generated relating to attractiveness of destinations.
Since the number of destination attributes associated with attractiveness was large, a factor analysis was employed to reduce this number and to identify attributes that could be perceived as being related to one another. The experiment was designed based on the two major factors that emerged from the factor analysis. These were used as two of the destination attributes, while the third attribute in the experiment referred to distance between the primary destination and secondary destinations. Two levels for each of these three attributes were specified for the treatments. Thus, eight (2') uniquely specified treatments were constructed in the complete factorial design (Table 1) . Although this is a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design, the study was simplified by eliminating the investigation of the effect, and any interaction effects, of three of the eight possible treatments (Table 1 Figure 1 .) The purpose of the first two phases was to select the sample and develop the instrument for the experiment that constituted the final phase in this sequence. First, 516 students completed a selfadministered questionnaire. Three of the background questions were used to screen for appropriate subjects. Those who (1) reported a relatively high level of involvement in decision making, (2) were resident in a home town located at least 150 miles from Austin, and (3) offered a relatively wide variation in responses to the importance of various destination attributes were retained for Phase 2 of the study.
To identify subjects associated with a high level of involvement, an eight-item involvement scale was used, which was originally developed by Zaichkowsky (1985) and subsequently adapted for use in a recreation context by Dimanche, Havitz, and Howard (1991 The second criterion was adopted in response to the suggestion by Kim and Fesenmaier (1990) that the cumulative attraction of destinations located in relatively close proximity will be maximized in situations where visitors' origins are at least 150 miles from the destination area. Since this study focused on understanding such relationships, initial screening of subjects was intended to identify those who were most likely to perceive a cumulative attraction of destinations.
The third screening criterion assured wide variation in the importance that respondents attached to the attraction attributes. Wide variation on these experimental variables was necessary to examine evidence for cumulative attraction.
As a result of the screening procedures in Phase 1, 132 subjects were identified as qualified to participate in Phase 2 of the study. Usable responses in Phase 2 were collected from 111 of the qualified subjects. For the first part of the Phase 2 survey (Figure 1 ), subjects were requested to respond to a series of scale items that measured benefits likely to be sought on a summer pleasure trip to the Texas Hill Country area. Then they were asked to evaluate five popular destinations in the Texas Hill Country and assign desirability and importance to the two levels of the specified destination attributes associated with each destination that had been empirically derived from the first phase of data collection.
The Phase 3 instrument constituted the experimental treatments. Data were collected from 87 of the 111 subjects still eligible, but three of these were discarded because they were not completed appropriately. The data collected in Phases'l 1 and 2 were used to develop the scenarios that comprised the treatments in the Phase 3 instrument. These scenarios involved using Austin (which the study sample had reported in Phase 1 was the destination in the Hill Country area they . would most consider visiting) as a primary destination, and one or two secondary hypothetical destinations that the scenarios described as being located near Austin (see the example of a study scenario in the Appendix).
As part of Phase 3, each subject was presented with a set of 12 scenarios, composed of different descriptions of a multidestination trip. The first three scenarios-were used for subjects to learn how to do the task (Meyer 1977) , since making judgments on these scenarios requires considerable mental effort. A second set of three scenarios were used or .&dquo;held out&dquo; for validation purposes. These two sets of three scenarios were assigned to every subject and accompanied by one of the two levels of the duration/cost constraint that were randomly assigned. The remaining six scenarios were used to test the choice decision using conjoint measurement.
Identification of Destination Attributes
In the literature on the attraction of tourism destinations, there appears to be general agreement regarding the destination attributes considered attractive (Gearing, Swart, 
Development of Experimental Treatments
The two destination attributes were operationalized at two levels: relatively few and a very large number. The spatial attribute was operationalized at two levels: less than 100 miles and more than 100 miles between primary and secondary destinations to enhance the reality of the treatment scenarios. Two levels of duration and cost of trip were incorporated as constraints into the scenarios: three days/$150 and five days/ $250. All subjects received scenarios that showed a common destination, the city of Austin, as their primary destination.
The secondary destinations appearing in the scenarios were composites compiled to meet the researchers' specifications.
In Phase 3, each subject was given a set of six treatment scenarios that were composed of three pairs (i.e., three pairs of two scenarios equals six treatments). One pair consisted of two destinations (the primary destination and one secondary destination) and two pairs of scenarios contained three destinations (the primary destination and two secondary destinations). The two scenarios of each pair were identical except for different levels of the expenditure/time constraint.
Preference for any given trip was operationalized as the reported likelihood of traveling on a trip described by the study's scenarios. A unique set of six scenarios was assigned to each subject. The set for each subject was randomly drawn from a pool of 900 possible sets of six scenarios that was developed from the research design (see Table 1 (Cattin 1981; Hagerty 1985) .
The analysis showed a substantial relationship between _pfi!ference and levels of each attribute. In the single secondary destination scenarios, tourism services and facilities and settings for relaxation and sport were statistically significant at the .05 level, but distance between the secondary destination and Austin was not significant (Table 2) . Table 4 indicate that the interaction term of tourism services and facilities between the two secondary destinations was significant at the .05 level, while the interaction term of settings for relaxation and sport between the two secondary destinations was marginally significant (p = .06).
The negative interaction coefficients imply that cumulative attraction is not at its highest point when both secondary destinations are associated with a high level of the attributes. Since dummy coding was used to represent level of attribute (0 = low, 1 = high), the interaction term enters the equation only in the case of both destinations being associated with the high level of attribute. In other words, cumulative attraction is greatest when the secondary destinations are distinguished from each other by level of attribute (as indicated by a combination of low and high levels of attribute) rather than being similar to one another on level of attribute. Figure 2 illustrates the null hypothesis that cumulative attraction does not exist. That is, the null hypothesis indicates that the effect of the combination of attributes on preference is the sum of their individual effects. Thus, when the level of the attribute for both secondary destinations is low/low, -preference is lowest; when the level is high/high, preference is highest; and for both,levels low/high and highllow, utility is halfway between. However, the findings from Table 4 indi--cate a rejection of this null hypothesis; the results are illustrated in Figure 3 and Figure 4 . Figure 3 indicates the most Akaah and Korgaonkar (1983) reported correlations varying from .25 to .37 that were considered to be acceptable, as was Green, Goldberg, and Montemayor's (1981) Tables 2 and 3 ). Second, importance weights of the three attributes derived from the conjoint models (Tables 2 and 3) were consistent with the importance weights obtained through a constant-sum scale procedure that was included in the Phase 2 instrument. This required subjects to distribute 100 points across three attributes: tourism services and facilities, settings for relaxation and sport, and distance between a secondary destination and a primary destination, to reflect their relative importance when selecting a destination for a pleasure trip.
Although the validation tests support the model as developed from the data set, the data set does have some limitations. Destination attributes, as presented to the subjects, were actually bundles of implied attributes rather than singular specific attributes (see the Appendix). As such, the reliability of the measures of the perception of attributes may be weakened, and the meaning of the attribute constructs may be less definitive, to the extent of intersubject differences in attribute interpretation. In addition, the data set was developed from student responses to hypothetical scenarios rather than from the responses of actual travelers to real destination choices. Thus, the generalizability of tfiis study may 
